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Abstract 
 MǇ studǇ iŶǀolǀed eǀaluatiŶg ŵǇ iŶflueŶĐe oŶ ĐhildreŶ͛s learŶiŶg, through iŶtroduĐiŶg the 
Singapore bar model to a group of Year 1 children and the impact this had on their problem solving. 
Since this is such a new area of study, I felt that the effectiveness of the pedagogical approaches 
undertaken, in order to make this accessible and beneficial, for Year 1 pupils, needed to be explored 
and the implications for future practice to be analysed. 
 
Key findings: The use of the bar to model problems and number sentences allowed specific links 
between addition and subtraction to be made and some of the children were able to identify 
patterns and apply their understanding, engaging in higher order thinking and deepening 
understanding. However, pictorial representations needed to be supported with concrete 
experiences using manipulatives and scaffolded with questioning, in order for the children to access 
and benefit from the model. 
 
Introduction 
Due to what has been described as the United Kingdom͛s ͞stagŶatioŶ͟ (DfE, 2015) of performance in 
mathematics, compared to the rest of the world, the government has spent recent years analysing 
mathematics teaching in high performing jurisdictions, to discover what makes these systems 
effective and how this can be implemented into our own education system.  The recommendations 
of the Vorderman report (Vorderman et al. 2011), which highlighted the extent to which this country 
is apparently trailing its economic competitors, with regard to mathematics education,  led to the 
development of the new national curriculum (DfE, 2013), with a strong focus on mastery, rather 
than accelerated learning.  The mastery approach is a model used in the high performing Asian 
systems, such as Shanghai and Singapore, with a key emphasis on slow, deep learning. One 
significant pedagogical approach, which has started to be imported into the education systems of 
the UK and other Western countries, as a direct result of international comparative studies, is the 
use of the Singapore Bar Model.  Using models to represent word problems and number 
relationships has been a significant element of the mathematics curriculum in Singapore since the 
early 1980s (Clark, 2013).  This visual approach to problem solving has been accredited as part of 
“iŶgapore͛s suĐĐess iŶ gloďal league taďles and, as a result, the government are hoping that 
implementing the system into British classrooms will contribute towards close the gap in attainment.  
Although such bar modelling is first introduced to pupils, in Singapore, in Grade 3, where children 
are aged 8-9, research is currently being carried out in pilot schools across the UK, to introduce it in 
Year 1.  DuriŶg this studǇ I aiŵ to eǀaluate ŵǇ iŶflueŶĐe oŶ ĐhildreŶ͛s learŶiŶg, through iŶtroduĐiŶg 
the Singapore bar model to a group of Year 1 pupils, specifically regarding their approach to solving 
word problems. 
 
Literature review 
Government response to international data 
According to international league tables, such as PISA and TIMMS, the gap in attainment in 
mathematics of school children in Asian and Anglosphere countries has shown an overall increase 
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over recent years (OECD, 2012; Mullis et al. 2012).   Explaining and narrowing this gap has become 
an educational priority for the UK and other Western countries.  Over the last decade, OFSTED have 
ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ ideŶtified pupils͛ laĐk of ĐoŶĐeptual uŶderstaŶdiŶg in mathematics, across all key stages, 
and a reliance on factual recall of knowledge and procedural efficiency (DCSF, 2008; DfE, 2012).   The 
aims of the current national curriculum (DfE, 2013) are set out to overcome this problem, with an 
emphasis on fluency, reasoning and problem solving.  Children are expected to consolidate their 
understanding of the basics of mathematics, and develop their ability to apply their knowledge, 
before moving onto the next aspect, developing what Skemp (1989) refers to as relational 
understanding as opposed to instrumental understanding.  This can be identified in the setting of 
oďjeĐtiǀes to speĐifiĐ Ǉear groups.  ‘ather thaŶ aĐĐeleratiŶg oŶto the folloǁiŶg Ǉear͛s oďjeĐtiǀes, 
pupils are now expected to deepen their understanding within the parameters of their own year 
group.  This forms the fundamental basis for the mastery curriculum, followed in the Asian systems, 
where, in the early years of primary school, children become secure with number before progressing 
onto the next stage. (NCTL, 2014).  Formal practice and drill are embedded within the culture of 
teaching, in order for children to master the basics and become fluent in recalling number facts.  
 
In addition to the introduction of the revised curriculum, the government have also established a 
network of 32 maths hubs across the country, which have been funded to implement and lead other 
schools in developing an Asian style approach to mathematics teaching and learning, including using 
specialised teachers in each subject and following Singapore style text books to plan lessons, which 
proǀide a ͞ĐohereŶt aŶd struĐtured prograŵŵe.͟ (DfE, 2015).  Such consistency of using one variant 
model throughout schooling, like the bar model in problem solving, is fundamental to the design of 
the Singapore curriculum.  The formation and purpose of the maths hubs is signified by the 
government view that there is ͞Ŷo reasoŶ ǁhǇ ĐhildreŶ iŶ EŶglaŶd ĐaŶŶot aĐhieǀe the saŵe 
staŶdards iŶ ŵaths as those iŶ JapaŶ, “iŶgapore aŶd ChiŶa,͟ ;DfE, 2014).  The merits of the Asian 
systems are evident for the world to see when comparing academic attainment in world league 
tables.   
 
In order for the UK to progress through the world rankings, the government action of importing 
these proven successful approaches could appear to be the logical way forward.   However, 
Alexander (2014) questions the potential value of comparing global systems in league tables, such as 
PISA, since they do not consider the wider socio-cultural aspects that such systems are imbedded in.  
Countries are unique and distinct from one another.  Therefore, what equates to a successful system 
in one country may not work as well in another. Eastern ideologies vary from those in the West and 
impact upon the way education is both valued and delivered.  This is supported by the Vorderman 
report (2011, p29), which was central to the government education reforms in mathematics, 
advising that ͞iŶterŶatioŶal ĐoŵparisoŶs ŵust ďe applied iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of this ĐouŶtrǇ.͟ 
 
 
Inconsistencies in adopting foreign approaches 
Despite the government drive towards a mastery design, curriculum expectations in the early stages 
of schooling vary significantly between UK and Asian systems.  In Shanghai and Singapore, Grade 1 
pupils, the equivalent age of English Year 2 pupils, are expected to count to 20.  By the end of Year 1, 
English pupils are expected to count to and across 100.  In Shanghai and Singapore, multiplication 
and division are not included until much later.  However, in England, they now feature in Year 1 
statutory requirements. Hanson (2014) argues that the Singapore approach cannot be successfully 
implemented within this curriculum for these reasons.  She stresses that introducing the level of 
abstract maths to key stage 1 pupils, as set out in the curriculum, could potentially damage their 
cognitive development.  The bar model is not introduced in Singapore until Grade 3, where children 
are aged 8-9.  This logically coincides with the time at which, by Singapore standards, children are 
expected to have mastered the basics of number and are ready to develop new strategies and apply 
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their understanding.  If English children are expected to do more than their Asian counterparts in 
Year 1, then it could be considered appropriate to introduce the bar modelling strategy earlier.  
However, this may be considered contradictory to the mastery approach to learning.  Although 
teachers are not able to progress children onto the curriculum objectives of the following year, the 
objectives themselves have been set in a way which means more content is being covered at an 
earlier stage.  This becomes evident when comparing the current national curriculum to the previous 
one (DfES, 1999).  As a result, it could be argued that acceleration has been government-imposed 
and, therefore, implementing Asian mathematics systems, without the solid foundation needed to 
build upon, will not necessarily yield the desired improvement in conceptual understanding and 
subsequent academic attainment for UK pupils.   
 
The significance of bar modelling 
The structure of the Singapore curriculum dictates the delayed introduction of the bar, specifically, 
to model problems.  Its approach follows Piaget͛s ;ϭ9ϳϰ) constructivist theory that children construct 
their own knowledge, through experience – the assimilation and accommodation of ideas.  The 
Curriculum is firmly based in representing mathematical concepts, as concrete, pictorial and 
abstract, according to childreŶ͛s deǀelopŵeŶtal stage of thiŶkiŶg  (Kheong, 2009) This links directly 
to BruŶer͛s (1966) suggested phases of development: enactive, iconic and symbolic.  Bar modelling 
fits into, what Bruner describes as, the iconic phase of development, where children begin to 
represent mathematical concepts in a more abstract way, through pictorial representations.  In 
Singapore, children are deemed to be ready for this step towards abstract understanding by Grade 
3.  However, as stated previously, in England, contrasting curriculum demands have led to children 
being expected to internalise abstract mathematics at a younger age than their Singapore 
counterparts.  In order to do so, introducing iconic representations, such as the bar model, may be 
beneficial at a younger age.   
 
Personal response to the literature 
Government trends towards the adoption of foreign policy could potentially conflict with the 
expectations of our own mathematics curriculum, in particular within Key Stage 1, where in Asia 
children are consolidating their understanding of number, while in the UK children are applying 
abstract thinking.  However, adjusting practice to conform to imposed policy is not a new concept 
for education professionals and, therefore, finding ways to make it work for the children we teach 
should remain a part of our professional responsibility.  As a result, this study aimed to investigate 
how I could introduce the Singapore bar model, to a group of Year 1 pupils, in a way which had a 
positive impact upon their learning.  The bar model is just one aspect of the Singapore Mathematics 
curriculum and it is acknowledged that the methods adopted and context in which it took place, did 
not coincide with that of the Singapore curriculum.  However, since this is such a new area of study, I 
felt that the effectiveness of the pedagogical approaches undertaken, in order to make this 
accessible and beneficial, for Year 1 pupils, needed to be explored and the implications for future 
practice to be analysed. 
 
Methodology 
In deciding upon an appropriate framework in which to conduct my research, I first considered the 
purpose of my research, that is to say, what I was hoping to achieve through carrying it out.  This 
studǇ iŶǀolǀed iŶtroduĐiŶg the “iŶgapore ďar ŵodel aŶd eǀaluatiŶg its effeĐt oŶ ĐhildreŶ͛s learŶiŶg, 
through a self-study, refleĐtiŶg oŶ ŵǇ iŵpaĐt oŶ the ĐhildreŶ͛s learŶiŶg. The research undertaken 
focused on my own personal development and a commitment to improve my own practice, in order 
to result in the improved learning outcomes of both the children who took part in the study and also 
those I teach in the future.  McNiff and Whitehead (2011 p.18) refer to action research as being a 
ĐoŵďiŶatioŶ of ͞purposeful aĐtioŶ ǁith eduĐatioŶal iŶteŶt aŶd testiŶg the ǀaliditǇ of aŶǇ Đlaiŵs ǁe 
ŵake aďout the proĐess.͟  Unlike traditional research methods, for example experimental, where 
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there is an end point or conclusion that can be drawn, through directly comparing sets of data, the 
purpose of my study was to reflect on the impact my actions and choices had on the children, at that 
point in space and time, and what to draw from this to take forward into future practice.  
 
Hopkins (1993) suggests that the action research framework is most appropriate where a problem or 
scenario results in an intervention, the outcomes of which are then re-evaluated. This then proceeds 
onto another potential round of interventions. Had the research been longer, this would have 
formed the first cycle of action research, where my next cycle would have been informed through 
the reflection of this one, and so on. LeǁiŶ ;ϭ9ϰϲ, Đited iŶ Thoŵas, ϮϬϭϯͿ refers to a ͞ĐirĐle of 
plaŶŶiŶg, aĐtioŶ aŶd faĐt fiŶdiŶg resultiŶg froŵ the aĐtioŶ,͟ ǁhiĐh iŶ turŶ leads to soĐial ĐhaŶge.  
This cycle of action and reflection was central to the on-going teaching process over the course of 
the study. It is acknowledged that such reflections are personal and, as a result, will be biased, based 
on my own positionality within the system I was operating in.  
 
In order to support and self-validate (McNiff and Whitehead, 2011) my reflections, the data 
collected involved observing, marking and evaluating.  This triangulation (Thomas 2013) provided me 
ǁith opportuŶities to refleĐt oŶ differeŶt aspeĐts of the ĐhildreŶ͛s learŶiŶg aŶd gaǀe ŵe a ŵore 
accurate insight into their learning outcomes.  Cohen et al. (2007) suggest that observation is 
powerful in gaining insight into situations.  Being a participant observer allowed me to construct a 
depth of kŶoǁledge, regardiŶg the progressioŶ of the ĐhildreŶ͛s uŶderstaŶdiŶg, through 
participating within their learning experience, which would not have been possible had I observed 
from outside the situation. 
 
Method 
I selected a focus group of seven Year 1 pupils.  These were deemed, by the class teacher, to be high 
ability children in the class, based on a combination of their English and Maths abilities.  I chose this 
group because the nature of the tasks I had prepared involved reading word problems and I felt that 
these children would be best suited, considering how young the children were and given the level of 
both maths and reading involved. 
 
The children were given an initial problem solving activity sheet, Activity 1.  This consisted of 10 
questions with two of each type of problem: aggregation, augmentation, take away, counting back 
and find the difference. They had 15 minutes to answer the questions and had access to the 
following resources: number lines, hundred squares, counting bears, multilink cubes and Cuisenaire 
rods.   
 
I was a participant observer and conducted a semi-structured observation, recording their talk 
during the activity, approach to the task, engagement and choice of resources on an observation 
form.  My role as the observer was to keep the children on task, read questions if they were unsure 
what it said and use questioning to help guide them if they were stuck.  I did not give them the 
answers or indicate if their answers were correct or not.   
 
After this initial activity, my original plan was to teach this group of children to use the Singapore Bar 
Model in problem solving questions, for six 30 minutes sessions, after lunch, on consecutive school 
days.  However, my reflection, following the second session, identified that the children were not 
engaging with the teaching.   This could have been due, in part, to the time of day I was teaching, 
combined with the ĐhildreŶ͛s reluĐtaŶĐe to partiĐipate in additional maths sessions, while the rest of 
the class enjoyed child-initiated activities.  Therefore, instead, I taught the whole class for four 45 
minute sessions during their normal maths timetable slot. During this teaching week, the TA and I 
worked with different ability groups in the class each day, as was consistent with normal classroom 
practice.  The teaching involved introducing children to the concept of modelling number sentences 
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and problems using a bar. The main focus was on aggregation, where the bar was representing the 
total of two groups that were combining.  Representing take-away problems was also introduced to 
the top two groups, including the focus group.  The sessions provided children opportunities to 
represent calculations using bars, through a range of manipulatives, as well as using iconic 
representations. 
 
The focus group were finally given a problem solving sheet, Activity 2, in the same format to the 
initial activity.  The same resources were available as before and they were given the same time 
limit.  I recorded observations in the same format.  My observing role was the same as it was 
previously. 
 
Limitations 
Because this was such a small study it would be inappropriate to make generalised conclusions 
based on these results.  All of the children in the focus group are considered to be working at a high 
ability and are not representative of the class.  Teaching problem solving over four lessons, prior to 
Activity 2, is likely to have impacted the result, despite the specific strategǇ ďeiŶg taught. ChildreŶ͛s 
choices of strategies and resources may have been impacted by their desire to please me, as I had 
been teaching and observing them.  The time period to conduct the research was very short and, 
therefore, it was impossible to introduce the bar model at the pace intended in the Singapore 
curriculum.  
 
I fully considered and complied with the ethical guidelines set out by Canterbury Christ Church 
University, gaining full consent of the school and ascent of the pupils involved.   I was authorised by 
the Head Teacher to use audio recording equipment during my observations. 
 
Results and analysis 
In order to begin to understand the effectiveness of my teaching, with regard to helping children 
progress in their understanding of modelling problems using a bar, first the data collected from 
AĐtiǀities ϭ aŶd Ϯ ǁas aŶalǇsed.  The ĐoŵparisoŶ of ĐhildreŶ͛s scores from the activities undertaken 
pre and post teaching revealed surprising results.  Figures 1a and b (below) show the overall increase 
in scores between Activity 1 and Activity 2.   
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Figure 1b. 
 
At first glance, it is apparent that more questions were answered correctly in Activity 2, particularly 
those relating to the models of subtraction.  This was to be expected after having four lessons 
involving problem solving, where some of the teaching specifically centred on take away problems.  
However, closer analysis of the data reveals that only three of the children actually improved their 
scores between the two tests.  These children scored significantly higher on Activity 2, while the 
other four children scored the same on both activities.  Figures 2a and b (below) show the 
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Table 1a.  Breakdown of Activity 1 results.  
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Table 12b.  Breakdown of Activity 2 results. 
 
Name 
Aggregatio
n 
Augmentati
on Take away Count back 
Find  
difference Total 
GG 2 1 1 0 0 4 
CC 2 2 2 1 1 8 
MJ 2 2 2 0 1 7 
AM 2 1 1 0 0 4 
AB 1 2 2 0 0 5 
ER 2 2 2 2 2 10 
TR 1 1 0 0 0 2 
Total 12 11 10 3 4 40 
 
  The possible reasons for these differences will be examined below: 
 
Activity 1 
Activity 1 revealed that most of the children added the numbers in the question, regardless of the 
problem.  During the activity, the children appeared unsure of what the questions were asking and 
were unable to approach them in a way which would lead them to the correct answer.   They lacked 
strategies to unpick the questions.  As a result, adding the numbers could have seemed like the 
easiest option for most of them, as it was an operation they were confident using and it resulted in 
them making a meaningful mark in the answer space.  Although most of the children used resources 
during the activity, they selected these prior to reading the questions and did not change them 
during the activity.  Therefore, their choices were not informed by which was best placed to help 
them solve the problem.  Consequently, the resources served little purpose, other than to distract 
them. Nickson (2000) argues that although interacting with concrete manipulatives can promote 
thinking, the child does not necessarily gain a deeper conceptual understanding. Resources are not 
always appropriate to embody a concept and children may not have the guidance and scaffolding to 
use them in a way which supports their transition towards the abstract.    
 
ER was able to successfully reason a counting back question and, with some scaffolding through 
questioning, modelled the problem with multilink cubes to support her reasoning.  However, on the 
following question she proceeded without using cubes and got it wrong.  This could suggest one of 
two things: that she lacked confidence in using the manipulatives available, without adult guidance; 
or she felt that using resources to help her make sense of the question would be a sign of weakness 
and lack of understanding.   
 
Activity 2 
CC, ER and MJ were able to demonstrate a much deeper level of understanding through their 
mathematical reasoning and application. In turn, this led to them all increasing their scores by 4 or 5 
points.  There are two significant factors to consider, regarding the increase for these children 
compared to the others, the first being the choice and manipulation of the resources available.  The 
three high performing pupils all used cubes throughout the activity.  In contrast to Activity 1, all 
three of them read the questions before selecting their resources and then proceeded to model the 
calculations in a similar way to how they had done so in class, by using two different coloured cubes 
to represent the two component parts of the bar.  They were systematic in their approach to the 
problems and were able to adopt a strategy to help them both visualise and understand the 
question. 
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The second significant factor was their ability to apply this strategy to answer questions they were 
unfamiliar with.  Previously, I discussed one of the limitations of this study as being that, through 
teaching problem solving all week, the children were more likely to be better at answering the 
questions, despite the method they used.  However, the problems set during lessons focussed 
specifically on aggregation and take away.  The children had received no prior teaching relating to 
find the difference.  The scores from Activity 1 coincide with the children lacking the skills to decode 
these problems – none of them got either of the questions correct.   Nevertheless, CC, MJ and ER 
were able to answer one or both of these questions correctly on Activity 2.  Modelling comparison 
problems in 2 bars involves a different representation to the aggregation and take away problems 
involving one bar, which the children had been learning.  Even so, the children were able to make 
connections with their existing learning and had the confidence to take risks in engaging with 
something they were unfamiliar with.  Although they did not construct two separate bars and then 
compare the quantities, they were successful in adapting the strategy known to them for one 
problem and applying it to an unfamiliar problem.  Through manipulating the cubes to make a bar, 
representing part of the problem, they were able to visualise and decode what the question was 
actually asking.  This links to findings made through the Shanghai teacher exchange (NCTL, 2014), 
ǁhere a keǇ feature of the ChiŶese ĐhildreŶ ǁas their ĐoŶfideŶĐe aŶd ǁilliŶgŶess to ͞attaĐk͟ 
problems by using, what was desĐriďed as, their ͞persoŶal toolkit͟ of strategies.   
 
GG also used multilink cubes and appeared to be attempting to model the problems in a bar.  
However, she was less successful and this could have been due to the lack of adult support to 
scaffold her reasoning.  Although she knew the strategy she wanted to use, she struggled to link the 
ĐoŶĐrete ŵaŶipulatioŶ of the Đuďes to the aďstraĐt uŶderstaŶdiŶg of the proďleŵ.  AB, AM aŶd T‘͛s 
approaches were less systematic.   They did not attempt to use the Singapore Bar Model, using 
concrete or pictorial representations.  At the ďegiŶŶiŶg of AĐtiǀitǇ Ϯ, AM stated ͞I͛ŵ just goiŶg to 
add theŵ all,͟ ŵirroriŶg ǁhat ŵaŶǇ of the Đhildren had done during Activity 1.  As with Activity 1, 
these children appeared to lack the skills to decipher what the questions were actually asking.  They 
could not visualise the problems. 
 
Surprises 
AB͛s laĐk of iŵproǀeŵeŶt ďetǁeeŶ the 2 activities was unexpected, as he had shown evidence of 
making connections within his learning, in particular the relationship between adding and taking 
away, and applied his knowledge throughout the lessons.  His surprisingly low score on Activity 2 
could be attributed, in part, to his desire to finish first, whether or not his answers were correct.  In 
addition, he was the only child who chose not to use any resources in either activity.  On completing 
Activity 2, he commented ͞I didŶ͛t eǀeŶ haǀe to use aŶǇthiŶg.͟   This could be indicative of his 
attitude to resources as being things that those who struggle need to use.  It may have been that he 
did want to appear inferior by using the resources available to him.   
 
AB͛s reluctance to use concrete resources could also be linked to his readiness to progress onto 
more iconic representations.   This was also supported in his ability to use such representations 
during the taught sessions.  Despite his ability to use iconic representations of the bar, during a 
teaching session, I introduced the multilink cubes to help him progress to an extension activity 
involving a take away problem.  Through interacting with the concrete manipulatives, he was able to 
visualise the problem and move forward in his abstract understanding of what the question was 
asking, subsequently arriving at the correct answer.  The choice of resource used to embody a 
concept and the point at which it is introduced are crucial to its effectiveness in progressing the 
ĐhildreŶ͛s learŶiŶg.  At aŶ earlier poiŶt iŶ the learŶiŶg, iŶtroducing manipulatives would have slowed 
his progress, as he was using the iconic representation of the bar effectively to solve aggregation 
problems.  At the point at which this was no longer effective, in this instance, when making 
connections between aggregation and take-away, moving back from the iconic to the concrete 
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enabled him to internalise the concept.  Working independently in Activity 2, AB lacked the 
necessary teacher intervention to help scaffold his learning. 
 
During the teaching sessions, the children used information from the word problems to label pre-
drawn bars.  The bars were pre-drawn because I felt it would take Year 1 children too much time to 
draw them themselves and that for some, a lack of fine motor skills could result in bars looking 
messy and causing confusion. However, in order to avoid influencing the children in their approach 
to solving the problems, I had not drawn any bars on either Activity 1 or 2.  Because the children had 
not had the practice in constructing their own bars, some, particularly AB who preferred not to use 
resources, may not have associated using this method with these problems or may not have felt 
confident in constructing and labelling the bar without the template used during the lessons.  None 
of the children used pictorial representations of the bar to help them solve the problems.  Whereas 
ER, CC and MJ were able to use the multilink cubes to successfully model the problems in bars, some 
of the other children, like AB and GG, may have struggled linking the concrete to the abstract.  Had 
such a template been drawn, it is possible that these children may have adopted this strategy more 
readily and scored much higher. 
 
 
My personal learning journey 
In this small scale study I have been able to reflect on my own practice and the impact of the 
pedagogical decisions I made in relation to introducing Year 1 children to the Singapore Bar Model.  
The use of the bar to model problems and number sentences allowed specific links between addition 
and subtraction to be made and some of the children were able to identify patterns and apply their 
understanding, engaging in higher order thinking and deepening understanding.  It helped children 
to visualise problems and unpick questions.  Some of the children gained confidence in attempting 
more difficult questions, since they developed strategies that they were able to apply.  However, 
using iconic representations alone may not have been sufficient in supporting the children in their 
learning, especially when taking into account their level of cognitive development at age 5-6.  It was 
through scaffolding the learning with the use of questioning, using manipulatives, and making key 
pedagogical decisions at specific moments of learning that the children were able to benefit from 
the model.  The introduction of Asian textbooks could suggest that such decisions will be removed 
from the teacher in the future and simply following the instructions set out will lead to successful 
learning outcomes.   However, I would hope that the government maintain their stance of 
supporting teacher autonomy (DfE, 2011).  As a result, adjusting to the adoption of successful 
international strategies can be done in a way, where teachers respond to the learning needs of the 
children in their class and maximise the benefits for the children they teach, as in the case of any 
policy change, hence, maintaining professional integrity. 
 
Through this study I have come to realise the importance of concrete experiences for children to 
gain conceptual understanding and the potential difficulties in bridging the gap between the 
concrete and abstract, particularly for young children. Children may be able to engage with model 
representations but they need to continue to revisit and consolidate with concrete experiences. 
Therefore, rather than viewing the bar model as the next step in progressing children͛s 
understanding from concrete to abstract, it could be viewed as being an important stage in a cycle of 
understanding, where children are guided to use manipulatives in a way to construct understanding, 
alongside the representation of a model, in order to bridge the intermittent state of development.   
The next steps, for this study, would be to carry out a longer piece of research, across a whole year, 
using my work here as a springboard into the next cycle of action research and could possibly form 
the basis of a future Masters paper.  Comparing my impact and pedagogical choices in a Year 1 class 
and how this may look differently in a Year 6 class, could also be considered.   
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